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ABSTRACT5
6

Aims: Climate change and environmental degradation have become a major concern in the world of7
business. Corporate awareness of the importance of preserving the environment contributes to the8
reduction of the impact of production cycles on the environment. Stakeholders exert some pressure so9
that firms undertake to respect the natural environment. It is then necessary to consider the impact of10
stakeholders' pressures on green strategic intent.11
Place and Duration of Study A study has been conducted with 62 polluting Tunisian companies.12
Information through questionnaires were collected during the period from March, 2013 to June, 2013.13
Methodology:Methods of structural equations performed using SMART PLS 2.0 are used to test our14
research model.15
Results:The results show the positive effect of pressure of regulators, organizational stakeholders and16
market on green strategic intent.17
Conclusion:This research helps clarify the important role of socio-economic actors in corporate18
environmental responsibility and thus the development of the well- being of society in general.19
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24
1. INTRODUCTION25

26
During the past centuries, industrial development has brought enormous wealth and prosperity while27
causing incidental environmental degradation such as the depletion of the ozone, global warming,28
desertification and toxic waste [1-2]. These climatic and ecological changes have become the major29
environmental concern for the contemporary world. Indeed, these changes have led to the30
appearance of several ecological problems. The latter constitute real threats to our lives. However,31
governments and public or private industrial organizations have highlighted the importance of32
environmental issues to improve corporate image.33
In fact, the consideration of environmental issues in the overall corporate strategy can make partial or34
radical changes in processes and procedures adopted by organizations. The adoption of a strategic35
vision environmentally responsible aims to master the environmental dimension. In addition, green36
strategic intent aims to draw attention to the advantages of a proactive environmental strategy and37
mobilize efforts to improve the environmental performance of companies. This vision of environmental38
management justifies the interest taken in the integration of environmental dimensions into the overall39
corporate strategy.40
It should be noted that the emphasis on environmental issues in the world business highlights the41
importance and urgency of reducing the impact of production cycles on the environment [3]. Although42
firms play an important role in the appearance of ecological problems, they could also benefit from43
cost reductions through ecological efficiencies of green markets development, better relations with the44
public community and through improving the brand image [1].45
Previous research on stakeholder pressures and their impact on corporate environmental practices [4-46
5-6-7-8] and their environmental strategies [9-10-11-12] confirm the role of these pressures to pursue47
an environmentally responsible strategy. Firms must recognize that reducing pollution is not only for48
the benefit of the environment but it is also for their benefit. Industrial companies and managers must49
take into consideration the importance of resources and environmental actions for sustainable50
development and competitive advantage of firms [13]. In this connection, we pose the following51
research question: how do stakeholders' pressures prompt firms to act an eco- strategic intent.52
Nowadays, environmental issues grab attention throughout the world. Protecting the environment has53
become essential and vital. This awareness of the impact of environmental degradation on the54
ecological balance involves individual and collective responsibility to protect and preserve the55
environment. In this context, the objective of this study is to identify the role of stakeholders' pressures56
in the adoption of an environmentally responsible corporate vision.57
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To achieve the already mentioned objective of our research, this paper will be divided into five58
sections. After introducing the topic, the next section is a theoretical framework which describes the59
conceptual framework and presents our hypothesis. The third one will deal with the methodology. As60
for the fourth section, it will be a description of our analyses results. Finally, the last section will be a61
discussion followed by the conclusion of this study.62

63
1.1 Theoretical framework64

65
Faced with an unstable environment characterized by increasing competitive intensity and66
unpredictable and incomprehensible behavior, traditional business models based on adaptation and67
movement are no longer compatible with this new context. The movement strategies are then the most68
suitable for uncertainty and to a completely open environment [14]. Therefore, the strategic intent69
involves a process of active management to draw the attention of companies to the essence of70
success, the mobilization of efforts towards the achievement of a fixed and clear objective, the71
contribution of staff and employees to achieving this objective, to maintaining enthusiasm providing72
new operational orientations and making the best use of resources [15. In addition, the strategic intent73
is the result of an ambitious vision of the future, and combines the resources needed to achieve one or74
more envisaged goals [16]. According to Thiétart [17], the company as a complex system is under75
pressure from several opposing forces. Similarly, Marrewijk [18] argues that this complexity raises76
ethical challenges. Prior, the manager is particularly interested in maximizing profits. Now, the77
company must take into account the interests of all stakeholders without favoring one over the other.78
According to him, the new role of business is to bring particular attention to corporate social79
responsibility and sustainable development. We will mobilize the stakeholders theory [19] to80
understand the reasons that companies to act with an environmentally responsible strategic intent.81
For several years, the stakeholder theory has been the focus of the management literature. This82
theory was a response to the challenge of environmental turbulence. It is a source of new strategic83
opportunities for managers. Indeed, stakeholders' pressures are examined in several studies.84
Stakeholders can influence the strategic orientations of companies ( Buysse and Verbeke [9], Berman85
et al [10] , Berry and Rondinelli [11]). These authors link performance and competitiveness of86
enterprises to taking into account the interests of stakeholders in the overall strategy of these87
companies. Then it follows that proactive environmental strategies of firms are associated with a88
greater integration of stakeholder expectations. These strategies help to increase the efficiency and89
competitiveness of firms. Other research suggests the influence of stakeholders' pressures on90
environmental management practices [4-6-20-21]. Stakeholders in particular regulators, local91
communities, environmental associations, consumers etc. exert pressure on firms to introduce92
environmental issues into their management practices. Pondeville [20-22] considers that some93
stakeholders have an influence on corporate environmental strategies and on environmental94
management practices.95
Based on previous research [4-9-22], stakeholders' pressures could have a positive influence on96
environmentally responsible strategic business behavior . Henrique and Sardorsky [4] s' study of the97
relationship between environmental commitment and managerial perception of the importance of98
stakeholders' pressures shows that firms adopting a proactive environmental strategy grant more99
importance to these pressures except for media's pressure. Similarly, the results of such a study by100
Buysse and Verbeke [9] support the idea that firms grant a great importance to pressure exerted by101
regulators and international agreements. We confirm that stakeholders' pressures influence firms'102
green strategic intent. Thus, we have made the following main hypothesis:103

104
H1: Stakeholders' pressures have a positive effect on green strategic intent105

106
Our central hypothesis is based on two variables: the first being the stakeholders and the second107
green strategic intent. Indeed, the literature on environmental management has different typologies of108
stakeholders. Among these typologies, we find primary and secondary stakeholders [23-9-24]. Thus,109
Henrique and Sadorsky [4] distinguish between regulatory stakeholders, organizational stakeholders110
(consumers, suppliers, employees and shareholders), communities and the media. Similarly,111
Pondeville [25] identifies four groups of environmental stakeholders: regulatory stakeholders,112
community stakeholders, market stakeholders and organizational stakeholders.113
Returning to the above mentioned typology of stakeholders, we consider that the variable114
"stakeholders" is a latent variable. It appears that the stakeholders' pressures are a construct a priori115
incorporating several sub-constructs: regulatory stakeholders, community stakeholders and116
organizational stakeholders.117
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Figure1: The conceptual model125

126

2. METHODOLOGY127
128

The used research methodology is based on empirical data collected through a questionnaire sent to129
the Tunisian manufacturing firms. Indeed, the constitution of the sample is based on statistics130
compiled by the Ministry of Industry (2010) on polluting companies in Tunisia. According to these131
statistics, almost 20 % of the industrial Tunisian companies are polluting and among the latter 70 %132
are classified as highly polluting. Indeed, highly polluting firms have approximately 500. The sectoral133
distribution of these companies shows that the majority operates in the food industry, chemical134
industry, textile and clothing, and in the leather industry and footwear. For the purposes of our135
research, the majority of firms in our sample are among these 500 companies. A pre- test of the136
questionnaire is planned with 10 firms from various industries. Some changes have been introduced to137
the questionnaire to make its content clearer. The final questionnaire version was sent to a sample of138
300 industrial Tunisian companies. The administration of the questionnaire was conducted through the139
following modes: face to face administration, administration by e -mail and fax. The questionnaire is140
addressed to entrepreneurs and environmental managers. Out of the 300 companies surveyed, 62141
responded to the questionnaire, which represents a response rate of 20.66%. The distribution of firms142
by industry and number of employees is shown in Table 1 and Table 2.143

144
Table 1. Description of participant compagnies145

146
Industry categories n %

Agro-food industries 12 19.4
building materials, ceramic and
glass industries

3 4.8

Mechanical and metallurgical
industries

3 4.8

Electrical, electronic and
household appliances industries

6 9.7

chemical industries 27 43.5
Textile and clothing industries 2 3.2
The wood, cork and furniture
industries

1 1.6

Leather and footwear industries 4 6.5
diverses Industries 4 6.5
Total 62 100

147
148

Table 2. The frequency distribution by number of employees149
150

Number of employees Number of enterprises Pourcentage
10-50 19 30.6
50-100 11 17.7
100-150 5 8.1
150-250 10 16.1
250 et plus 17 27.4

Stakeholders'
pressures

Green strategic
intent

Regulatory
stakeholders

Community
stakeholders

Organizational
stakeholders
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62 100.0
151

2.1 Constructs measures152
153

Both tables 3 and 4 presents the instruments and variables used to measure each construct.154
Stakeholders' pressures (table 3) are measured by thirteen items used by Henriques and Sadorsky155
[4], Buysse and Verbeke [9] and Pondeville [22]. Respondents are asked to indicate the level of156
influence of different stakeholders through using a five-point Likert-type scale (1 = no influence, 5 =157
extremely influence). A high score indicates more influence of different stakeholders.158
The green strategic intent (table 4) is measured by six items developed by Henrique and Sadorsky [4].159
Respondents were asked to indicate the degree of priority for their firms to using the following160
statements on a five-point Likert-type scale (1 = low priority, 5= essential): the presentation of a written161
document describing their environmental policy, environmental objectives, communication of162
environmental policy to employees and other stakeholders, the availability of an environmental163
department and environmental manager.164

165
Table 3. Stakeholders166

167

168
169

Table 4. Green strategic intent170

Items Factor 1
Regulatory

stakeholders

Factor2
Community

stakeholders

Factor3
Organizational and
market
stakeholders

STAK01 Gouvernement 0.739
STAK 02  Environmental
agencies

0.850

STAK 03 Local communities 0.707
STAK04 Environmental
associations

0.821

STAK05 scientific institutes 0.738
STAK06 Press/medias 0.689
STAK07 Consumers 0.818
STAK08 Suppliers 0.875
STAK09 Shareholders 0.693
STAK10 Employees 0.540
STAK11 Buyers (firms) 0.734
STAK12 Competitors 0.723
STAK13 Professional
associations

0.540

KMO 0.736
Variance extracted % 64.290
P : Bartlett Test 0.000
Cronbach alpha 0.872

Items Factor loadings Communality factor
analysis

INT1 Submission of a written document describing the
environmental policy

0.876 0.768

INT2 Clear environmental objectives 0.909 0.826
INT3 Communication of environmental policy to
employees

0.913 0.833

INT4  Communication of environmental policy to other
stakeholders

0.826 0.682

INT5 Having a department for the control, monitoring
environmental impacts and problem solving

0.899 0.809

INT6 Having an environmental manager 0.903 0.816
KMO 0.894
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171
172

To check the quality of measure scales, two steps are envisaged; exploratory factor analysis (EFA)173
and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). The first is carried out by means of principal component174
analysis (PCA). The latter aims to extract the main factorial axes and retain only those variables175
whose factor loadings are greater than 0.5 . Thus, to check the reliability of each construct, we176
examined Cronbach's alpha. The internal validity of each construct is delivered to a value greater than177
0.7 [26-27]. The results of the PCA after varimax rotation of the thirteen items measuring178
stakeholders' pressures show the existence of three factors with eigenvalues greater than 1. These179
factors explain 64, 290% of the variance with a coefficient Cronbach alpha1 of 0.872. The first includes180
the regulators, the second represents the community stakeholders, and the third is related to181
organizational and market stakeholders. In addition, this analysis shows the one-dimensional nature of182
the green strategic intent variable with a total variance extracted equal to 78,884% and a Cronbach's183
alpha equal to 0.945.Tables 3 and 4 shows the results of the principal component analysis.184
In addition to the purification of the measuring instrument using the principal component analysis185
(PCA), it is recommended to use the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to confirm the underlying186
factor structure. However, the CFA examines three elements necessary to determine the latent187
structure of all latent variables, reliability (using rho of internal consistency proposed by Joreskog [28]),188
convergent validity (estimate Average Variance Extracted AVE proposed by Fornell & Larker [29],189
must be greater than 0.5) and discriminant validity. This analysis is performed using 2.0 SMART PLS.190
Table 5 shows that the reliability and convergent validity of the different constructs are confirmed.191

192
Table 5. Reliability and convergent validity193

194
Latents variables Items Factor loadings Test Student
Green strategic intent
α =0,946192
ρ =0,957174
AVE =0,788506

INT1
INT2
INT3
INT4
INT5
INT6

0,880294
0,911604
0,833974
0,910392
0,892963
0,896318

22,089435
25,282961
20,659910
24,561924
25,322216
25,251494

Regulatory
stakeholders
π = 0.526
ρ =0,861254
AVE =0,756958

STAK01
STAK02

0,817264
0,919780

11,550186
18,563351

Community
stakeholders

α = 0,790331
ρ =0,864364
AVE =0,616188

STAK03
STAK04
STAK05
STAK06

0,790463
0,880579
0,687727
0,769111

7,337695
10,413224
5,445935
5,181528

Organizational and
market
stakeholders

α = 0,867549
ρ = 0,897483
AVE =0,557266

STAK07
STAK08
STAK09
STAK10
STAK11
STAK12
STAK13

0,802756
0,820169
0,753171
0,644646
0,780236
0,728612
0,679183

10,592934
6,645985
9,890288
5,703949
10,660502
7,514682
8,264497

α: Cronbach's alpha; ρ:rho Joreskog ; AVE: average variance extracted; π : Pearson correlation195
coefficient196

197

1 The Cronbach's alpha is used for consistency indicator scales more than 3 items; the Pearson correlation
coefficient is applied in case of 2 items [30, p.55].

Variance extracted % 78.884
P : Bartlett Test 0.000
Cronbach alpha 0.945
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The discriminant validity test is performed based on the approach of Fornell and Larker [29].198
Discriminant validity is checked when shared variances of each model construct and its indicators are199
higher than the shared variance between this construct and other indicators. Table 6 shows that the200
discriminant validity of the different constructs of our model is confirmed.201

202
Table 6. Discriminant validity203

204
Variables 1 2 3 4

1 Green strategic intent 0,788506
2 Regulatory stakeholders 0,497385 0,756958
3 Community stakeholders 0,292716 0,485768 0,616188
4 Organizational and market

stakeholders
0,487079 0,392741 0,424247 0,557266

205

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION206
207

3.1 Structural model and hypothesis test208
209

The structural model, also called internal model, represents the relationship between the latent210
variables. According to Hair [31, p.147; 32, p.426] , the criteria for structural model assessment are the211
R2 measures, their importance2 using T -Student and the significance of the regression coefficients. A212
low value of R2 shows that the model is unable to explain the endogenous latent variable. We must213
ask the question about its theoretical foundations [33, p.303]. Hypotheses testing are based on214
analyses of structural equations modeling performed using SMART PLS 2.0. The structural model215
shows an acceptable value of R2 is 34.93 %. This result shows the good fit of the model. The216
regression coefficients between the variables measure the importance of causal relationship. The217
meaning of the latter is measured by T -student (greater than 1.96 ). At the PLS approach , the218
importance of each coefficient is evaluated according to a resampling procedure called Bootstrap .219
Table 7 presents the results of the full model in terms of regression coefficients. The examination of220
the results shows that the regressions of the two variables the Regulatory stakeholders, the221
organizational and market stakeholders on the green strategic intent variable are significant at the222
threshold of 5% with T- statistics greater than 1.96. Regarding the relationship between community223
stakeholders and green strategic intent, it is not significant.224

225
Table 7. Bootstrapping report-Path coefficient226

227
Original
Sample

Sample
Mean

Standard
Deviation

Standard
Error

T-
Statistics

Regulatory stakeholders ->
Green strategic intent 0,377787 0,377227 0,049823 0,049823 7,582518

Community stakeholders ->
Green strategic intent -0,042068 -0,036391 0,051719 0,051719 0,813387

Organizational and market
stakeholders -> Green
strategic intent

0,356554 0,355758 0,048913 0,048913 7,289591

228

3.2 Discussion229
230

In this article we tested a model of the influence of stakeholders' pressures on corporate green231
strategic intent. More specifically, we used a structural equation model to study the effect of the232
pressures of regulators, community stakeholders, organizational and market stakeholders on the233
green strategic intent.234
A number of theoretical, practical and social contributions and social practices can be drawn from our235
results. From a theoretical perspective, this study contributes to the literature of environmental236

2 Chin [34, p.323) describes the R2 values in the PLS models, values near 0.67 are substantial; equal 0.33 they
are medium and low when below 0.19.
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management by providing the role of stakeholders in the context of environmental responsibility.237
However, changes in the relationship between business, the actors who make up society and the238
environment in which we live are envisaged.239
Numerous studies have dealt with the concept of corporate environmental strategy. In fact, our study240
contributes to the literature of environmental management by providing an empirical basis for the241
adoption of an eco-responsible corporate vision. Our results reflect the role of stakeholders in the242
development of corporate environmental responsibility.243
Thus, from a practical point of view, the importance of environmental protection in the world and the244
development of environmental awareness of the different actors in society prompt firms to mobilize all245
efforts towards achieving a specific goal: becoming a green company.246
In addition, this study has important social implications. Given that corporate green strategic intent247
results from strong stakeholders' pressures, this could improve the well- being of society to live in a248
healthy environment and to preserve the natural resources in the world.249
The obtained results show the dependence of corporate strategic intent on the pressures exerted by250
regulators, the organizational and market stakeholders. Indeed, regulators impose environmental laws251
and directives on firms. Organizational and market stakeholders impose pressures which are related252
to the organization and competitiveness of the firm. These results are positive, which confirms the role253
of environmental actors in the development of environmental responsibility. This research has helped254
to clarify the concept of corporate green strategic intent and the role of society in preserving the255
environment.256
Indeed, the results of our research have not yielded significant results regarding the relationship257
between community stakeholders and green strategic intent. This could be due to the limited power of258
associations and environmental communities in our country. This non-significant result does not deny259
that this relationship exists theoretically.260

261
3. CONCLUSION AND LIMITATIONS262

263
Environmental management has become a major concern in the world of business. This concern264
affects the strategic orientations of the firm. Our research shows that stakeholders theory is a265
conceptual framework adapted to understand the influence of socio -economic actors on corporate266
green strategy. We relied on the typologies of stakeholders presented in the literature of environmental267
management [23-9-4-5-24]. Following the work of Buysse and Verbeke [9], Henrique and Sadorsky268
[4], Pondeville [25], our results suggest the relationship between stakeholders pressures and eco -269
responsible strategies. Indeed, according to this study, the pressures of the regulators, organizational270
and market stakeholders influence corporate behavior (to act according to an eco- strategic intent).271
Although the obtained results show the role of social- economic actors in the development of corporate272
environmental responsibility, there may be other configurations with other categories of variables that273
explain the green strategic intent. Even a sufficiently robust model cannot completely represent the274
reality of the proposed relationship.275
However, the results reflect stakeholders' pressures exerted on polluting firms belonging to a276
developing economy. These results cannot be generalized to larger economic systems.277
Future research could include a more comprehensive set of variables (perceived benefits, socio-278
organizational eco-responsible maneuvers, etc.) in order to better understand the intent of adopting an279
eco-responsible strategy. Thus, it would be important to link this environmentally responsible vision280
with business engagement in an eco-responsible approach for sustainable development.281

282
REFERENCES283

284
1. Henri J.F. & Journeault M. 2010. « Eco-control: The influence of management control systems on285
environmental and economic performance », Accounting, Organizations and Society, 2009, Ed286
Elseiver.287
2. Shrivastava, P. 1995. “The role of corporations in achieving ecological sustainability”, Academy of288
Management Review, 20(4), 936–960289
3. Henri J.F. & Giasson A. 2006. « Mesurer la performance environnementale : un ingrédient essentiel290
de la gestion environnementale », CMA Management, Juillet 2006.291
4. Henriques I. & Sadorsky P.1999. “The relationship between environmental commitment and292
managerial perceptions of stakeholders importance”,  Academy of Management Journal 1999, Vol. 42,293
No. 1, 87-99.294

UNDER PEER REVIEW



8

5. Pondeville S. M. 2003a. le contrôle de gestion environnementale une approche théorique295
contingente et étude empirique du cas des entreprises manufacturières belges, thèse de doctorat de296
la faculté des sciences économiques sociales et politiques, université Louvain.297
6 Delmas Magali & Toffel Michael W. 2004. “Stakeholders and environmental management practices:298
an institutional framework”, Business strategy and the environment, 13, p209-222299
7. Chan R.Y.K. & al. 2012. Environmental orientation and corporate performance: The mediation300
mechanism of green supply chain management and moderating effect of competitive intensity.301
Industrial Marketing Management, vol. 41, pp 621-630.302
8. Costa R. & Menichini T. 2013. A multidimensional approach for CSR assessment: The importance303
of the stakeholder perception. Expert Systems with Applications, Vol. 40, pp 150-161.304
9. Buysse, K., & Verbeke, A. 2003. Proactive environmental strategies: A stakeholder management305
perspective. Strategic Management Journal, 24(5), 453–470.306
10. Berman S. L & AL. 1999. “Does Stakeholder Orientation Matter? The Relationship Between307
Stakeholder Management Models and Firm Financial Performance”, Academy of Management308
Journal, 42 (5), p. 488-506.309
11. Berry M.A. & Rondinelli 1998. “Proactive corporate environmental management: A new industrial310
revolution”, Academy of Management Executive, 1998, Vol. 12, No. 2311
12. Wu Q. & al. 2012. Implementing Dynamic Capabilities for Corporate Strategic Change Toward312
Sustainability. Strategic Change, vol. 21, pp231-247.313
13. Hart, S. L. 1995. “A natural-resource-based view of the firm”, Academy of Management Review,314
20(4), 986–1014.315
14. Cadet B., Chasseigne G. & Foliot G. 2008. Cognition, incertitude et prévisibilité. Ed. publibook316
15. Hamel G. & Prahalad C.K. 1989.  « Strategic Intent », Harvard Business Review, vol. 67, n° 3.317
16. Varraut, N. 1998. "Démarche stratégique du dirigeant-propriétaire de PME", 4ème congrès318
international francophone sur les PME, octobre 1998.319
17. Thiétart R.A 2000. « Gérer entre l’ordre et le chaos », cahier n°283, DMSP, Paris, Mai 2000, p1-320
11.321
18. Marrewijk M. & Werre M. 2003. Multiple levels of corporate sustainability. Journal of business322
Ethics, Vol. 44, pp 107-119.323
19. Freeman R. E. 1984. Strategic Management: A Stakeholder Approach, Pitman, Boston.324
20. Pondeville S. M. et Al. 2007. “The impact of external environment, stakeholders pressures and325
environmental strategy on environmental management control systems”, AFC Poitiers 2007326
21. Gonzalez-Benito J. &  Gonzalez-Benito O. 2005. "A study of the motivations for the environmental327
transformation of companies", Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 34, p 462-475.328
22. Pondeville S. & al. 2013. Environmental management control systems: The role of contextual and329
strategic factors. Management accounting research, vol. 24, december 2013, pp 317-332.330
23. Clarkson Max B.E. 1995. ”A stakeholder framework for analazing and avaluating corporate social331
performance”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 20, No. 1, 92-117.332
24. Carroll & Buchholltz 2011. “Business and Society : Ethics and sustainability, and stakeholder333
management”, 8ème edition south western cengage learing, 738p.334
25. Pondeville S. M. 2003b. L’impact de la stratégie environnementale, des pressions perçues des «335
stakeholders » environnementaux et de l’incertitude perçue de l’environnement écologique sur un336
système de contrôle de gestion environnemental formel, AFC 2003337
26. Thiétart R.A. 1999. « Méthodes de recherche en management », Dunod, paris, 533p338
27. Nunnally, J. C.  1978.  Psychometric theory (2nd ed.).  New York:  McGraw-Hill.339
p. 39-50.340
28. Joreskog, K.G. (1971). Simultaneous factor analysis in several populations ; Psychometrika, 36,341
pp. 409-426.342
29. Fornell C. & Larker D.F. 1981. Evaluating structural equations models with unobservable variables343
and measurement errors, Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 18.344
30. Hulin C. 2001. Measurement: Cronbach Alpha on two-item scales. Journal of Consumer345
31. Hair J.F. & al. 2011. PLS-SEM: Indeed a silver bullet", Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice,346
vol. 19, no. 2, spring 2011, pp. 139–151.347
32. Hair J.F. & al. 2012. An assessment of the use of partial least squares structural equation348
modeling in marketing research", Journal of the academic marketing science, vol. 40, pp 414-433.349
33. Hensler J. & al. 2009.The use of partial least squares path modeling in international marketing",350
Advances in International Marketing, Vol. 20, pp. 277–319.351
34. Chin W.W. 1998. The partial least squares approach to structural equation modeling. In G. A.352
Marcoulides (Ed.), Modern methods for business research (pp. 295-336). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence353
Erlbaum.354

UNDER PEER REVIEW



9

35. Mermet Laurent, Billé Raphaël, Leroy Maya, Narcy Jean-Baptiste & Poux Xavier 2005. « L’analyse355
stratégique de la gestion environnementale : un cadre théorique pour penser l’efficacité en matière356
d’environnement », Natures Sciences Sociétés, 2005, 13, p127-137.357

358
359

Authors' contributions360
Author IK designed the study, managed the literature searches, collected the data, performed the361
statistical analysis and wrote the first draft of the manuscript. Authors HA made the necessary362
corrections to the manuscript. All authors read and approved the final manuscript.363

364
365
366
367
368
369
370
371

UNDER PEER REVIEW


